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Executive Summary 
 
The Equitable Distribution Program (EDP) has undergone major changes since its 
creation.  Many of these changes have allowed the program to attain moderate success, 
but several factors obviate the opportunities for participants to obtain work assignments.  
Chief among these is the limited number of available projects combined with a large 
number of pre-qualified firms.  Moreover, the competition from Miscellaneous 
Professional Services Agreements (MPSAs) also hinders the overall success of the 
program.  In order for the EDP to fully succeed, OCI must address these and other areas 
of concern, continue to streamline the EDP process, provide even greater degree of 
access to public information, and ensure accuracy of all data. 

Program Overview 
 
The EDP was created in June 2001 when the Board of County Commissioners adopted 
Administrative Order 3-33.  The purpose for establishing the EDP was to fairly and 
equitably distribute Architectural and Engineering (A/E) professional services for all 
miscellaneous type projects in which construction costs do not exceed the thresholds 
required by Section 287.055, Florida Statutes.1  Due to the development of various 
computer programs, databases, development of the pre-qualification pool, and forms, full 
implementation of the program did not take place until July 2002 when the first work 
assignment was made.  The EDP is not a minority and/or small business program.  
Creation of the EDP was to establish ties with firms that did not have any previous work 
relationship with the County. 
 

Table 1. 
Status of EDP Participants as of August 15, 
2005  
   
Active   240 
   
Inactive    
Pre-Qualification Lapsed  50  
Insurance Lapsed  1  
Pre-Qualification & Insurance Lapsed 1  
Information not available 2  

Total Inactive  54 
   
Frozen (No longer participating in program)  23 
   
Total of participants since EDP inception  317 

 
The EDP provides work assignment opportunities to firms by employing a rotational 
selection process.  Although presently, the Office of Capital Improvements (OCI) is 
                                                 
1 Resolution number R-631-01, adopted June 5, 2001. 
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tasked with overall administration of the EDP2, the Department of Business Development 
(DBD) plays an important role in the pre-qualification of all architectural and engineering 
firms, technical support for rotational value computations, as well as maintenance of the 
earnings database, a critical element in the rotational selection process.  Over three 
hundred firms have been part of the EDP since its inception as shown in Table 1 above.  
In order to participate in the rotational selection process, a firm must meet all Miami-
Dade County Pre-Qualification Certification (PQC) criteria which include technical 
certification, submittal of affirmative action verification and business entity registration.  
Currently, there are more pre-qualified A/E professionals than EDP work assignments 
generated by departments. 
 

EDP’s Work Assignment Process  
 
The rotational selection process is initiated when a department submits an EDP Request 
Form to OCI for review.  After reviewing the request, OCI utilizes the EDP database 
(maintained by DBD) to produce the next three available prime firms with technical 
certification in the areas required for the work assignment, and with the lowest dollars 
awarded and paid.  This list is then relayed to the user department to conduct interviews 
and select the most qualified as the prime firm.  When applicable, the prime will select 
sub-consultants also from a list of four firms with the lowest awarded and paid dollars. 
 
The EDP’s implementing legislation does not provide for a specific formula to determine 
a firm’s ranking in the rotational selection process.  Administrative Order 3-39 requires 
that criteria for ranking be based on the amount of work awarded and paid by the County 
over the last three years.  
 
The rotational selection process benefits firms with no previous County contracts.  This 
occurs because firms that have performed work with the County within the last three 
years receive a lower ranking.  Each time a new firm with no previous County contract is 
placed in the pool of participants, firms with previous County experience move 
downward in ranking.  In theory, when new firms receive contracts greater or of equal 
value, the older firms will move up in the EDP rankings and be considered for awards.   
 

EDP Work Assignment Distribution 
 
A total of 317 firms have met the EDP eligibility requirements since its inception.  After 
issuing its first work assignment in July 2002, the EDP has issued more than 400 prime 
work assignments to 191 firms.  As of August 15, 2005, 102 firms that received an EDP 
work assignment had no prior work relationship with the County.  Table 2 is a current 
breakdown of the top five percent of active firms in terms of total monetary value of 

                                                 
2 Resolution number R-667-03, adopted June 17, 2003, repealed A.O. 3-33 among others and centralized 
capital improvement efforts including planning, design and construction, A.O. 3-39. 
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projects.  Firms that received the highest number of EDP work assignments are listed in 
Table 3.  Those 15 firms received approximately 20% of all EDP work assignments. 
 

Table 2. 
Top 5% of Active participants (Dollar amount)   

 FIRM 
Total EDP 

Prime Awards3 
# of 

Projects
    
1 EDAW, Inc.  $463,692.00 7 
2 Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas, Inc. $413,225.00 1 
3 Wolfberg / Alzarez and Partner, Inc $318,000.00 3 
4  A&A Arnold & Assoc., Inc $308,252.00 6 
5 Ford Engineers, Inc. $307,960.00 5 
6 RJ Behar & Company, Inc. $301,152.00 6 
7 Gurri Matute, P.A. $298,656.00 3 
8 Derose Design Consultants, Inc $291,495.00 4 
9 Insight Design, Inc. $281,250.00 3 
10 Pedraza Architects, Inc. $281,095.00 5 
11 MGE Architects, Inc. $280,886.00 4 
12 Schindler Architects, Inc. $273,045.00 3 

 
Table 3. 

Firms With Most EDP Work Assignments   

  FIRM 
Total EDP 

Prime Awards  
# of 

Projects
1 EAS Engineering, Inc. $261,656.25 7 
2 EDAW, Inc. $463,692.00 7 
3 A & A  Arnold & Associates, Inc. $308,252.00 6 
4 Calvin, Giordano & Associates, Inc. $169,566.00 6 
5 GNP Engineering Group, Inc. $189,378.00 6 
6 HDR Engineering, Inc. $239,815.11 6 
7 R.J. Behar & Company, Inc. $301,152.03 6 
8 Architects International, Inc. $256,707.00 5 
9 Ford Engineering, Inc. $307,960.00 5 

10 Parsons Water & Infrastructure Inc. $252,990.20 5 
11 Pedraza Architects Inc. $281,095.50 5 
12 Pistorino & Alam Consulting Engineering, Inc. $200,000.00 5 
13 Reynolds, Smith And Hills, Inc. $231,958.87 5 

                                                 
3 The Total EDP Prime Awards is the “Most Accurate Current Value of the Assignment”.  It is composed 
of the actual dollar amount paid for completed work assignments and the projected payment for projects 
that have been awarded as of August 15th, 2005 (the date the data was actually generated) 
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Firms With Most EDP Work Assignments   

  FIRM 
Total EDP 

Prime Awards  
# of 

Projects
14 Tasnim Uddin & Associates International, Inc. $221,000.00 5 
15 Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLC $211,150.00 5 

Special Exceptions to EDP  
 
Not all EDP work assignments are made by using the rotational selection process.  
Administrative Order 3-39 allows special exceptions to the rotational selection process 
upon written request of the department when it is deemed in the best interest of the 
County.4  A review of the documentation related to special exceptions reveal that in the 
majority of cases the requested firm has familiarity with that project, is the 
architect/engineer of record, worked on other phases of a project, etc.  OCI grants 
authority to bypass a firm in the EDP rotation, by granting a special exception, 
approximately one out of every five EDP work assignments (20%).  Between October 
2002 and August, approximately 86 special exceptions have been granted by OCI out a 
total of 403 work assignments. 
 
Administrative Order 3-39 requires that the rational for granting special exceptions be 
fully documented.  Although the majority of special exceptions granted have the relevant 
request form and supporting memoranda, there are several instances where only a request 
form is provided and lacking further rational.  It is recommended that the requirement to 
fully document the rational for requesting and granting special exception be strictly 
adhered to.  Similarly, when a special exceptions request is denied and/or modified all 
documentation should be incorporated. 
 
Three departments account for half of the special exception requests (42): Aviation (17), 
Parks & Rec. (13), and Public Works (12).  Other departments that have requested special 
exceptions include GSA (7), WASA (7), MDFR (5), Seaport (5), DERM (5), MDT (4), 
Building Code Compliance (3), CICC (3), Judicial Administration (1), JMH (1), and 
MPO (1). 
 
OCA recommends OCI place greater emphasis in the documentation of special 
exceptions requests.  In many instances communication between the user departments 
and OCI, regarding written special exceptions requests, takes place via e-mail.  Hard 
copies of such should be incorporated to ensure full documentation as required by 
Administrative Order 3-39   
 

♦ Total monetary value of special exceptions granted: $4.8 million. 
o Highest special exception request: $413,225 

Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade & Douglas, Inc.  

                                                 
4 “[OCI] shall have the authority to bypass a firm in the EDP rotation based on the volume of work or 
unique expertise requirements within a category if deemed to be in the best interest of the County. The 
rationale for any such bypass action shall be fully documented.” 
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o Lowest special exception requested: $3,000 
Suzanne Martinson Architects, Inc. 

o Average special exception request: $56,257 
o The firms that have been granted the most special exceptions are as 

follows:5 
 

Table 4. 

Firm 
# of 

Special 
Exceptions

Total Value 
of Requests User Departments 

Pistorino and Alam Consulting Engineers, Inc. 5 $200,000 
Aviation (3) 
WASA (1) 
Bldg. Code (1) 

Parsons Water & Infrastructure, Inc 4 $250,000 WASA (4) 
MGE Architects, Inc. 3 $276,000 Aviation (3) 

Laura M. Perez and Associates, Inc. 3 $204,700 GSA (2) 
Aviation (1) 

Coastal Systems International, Inc. 3 $160,000 DERM (3) 

H.J. Ross Associates, Inc. 3 $137,765 MDT (2) 
Seaport (1) 

Edward Lewis Architects, Inc. 3 $132,260 MDFR (2) 
GSA (1) 

Alleguez Architecture, Inc. 3 $105,839 Parks & Rec. (2) 
Aviation (1) 

Tasnim Uddin & Associates Int’l, Inc. 3 $100,000 Bldg. Code (2) 
Aviation (1) 

 

Miscellaneous Professional Service Agreements (MPSAs) 
 
Prior to the EDP, MPSAs were utilized to meet the demand for smaller architectural, 
engineering, landscape architectural, surveying, and mapping projects.  Firms that were 
awarded MPSAs agreed to provide their services until the award amount was fulfilled.  
Since the inception of the EDP, MPSAs have limited the success of the EDP.  The 
problem arises when projects are assigned to firms using MPSAs with open service 
orders instead of the EDP rotational selection process even after the MPSAs have 
expired.6  OCI has tried to take steps to balance the use of MPSAs and the EDP; 
however, MPSAs continue to hinder the availability of EDP work assignments.  
                                                 
5 Data covers period between October 2002 and July 2005. 
6 OCI reports that “as of September 31, 2004, 324 MPSA Non Project Specific Contracts still had open 
service orders and/or had not expired with over a [$100 [sic] million] in potential service dollars.  While a 
contract may be set to expire, open assignments continue until completion and some departments issue 
undefined service orders to encumber the maximum contract capacity prior to expiration to be utilized over 
subsequent years.” 
Source: OCI memorandum to the County Manager dated June 28, 2005, re: Equitable Distribution Program 
(EDP) Status Report  
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♦ Currently there are over 200 MPSAs with open service orders with various 

departments due to remaining contract balances 
 
♦ Over 53% (169/317) of EDP participants are listed as having MPSAs as prime 

firms 
 
♦ Although many of these firms may not have received any EDP work assignments 

it is possible that they obtain work by continued use of MPSAs 
 
♦ MPSAs are non-exclusive contracts that do not guarantee firms any dollar amount 

nor have to be used to their full capacity 

Technical Certification Categories 
 
In order to obtain a Pre-Qualification Certification, a firm must become certified in one 
or more technical categories.  The Technical Certification Committee (TCC) is comprised 
of County staff appointed by the County Manager and is responsible for reviewing and 
approving the statement of qualifications and performance data submitted by each firm 
requesting certification and to determine whether the firm is fully qualified to render the 
required services.  The TCC also reviews and has authority to approve departmental 
needs for the creation of new technical certification categories.  Administrative Order 3-
39 requires all firms interested in providing professional services for the County must 
have an active PQC issued by the County through the DBD.   
  

♦ There are currently 22 technical categories 
♦ Many of these categories are subdivided into specialized subcategories 
♦ The total number of categories and subcategories is 85 
♦ Only 3 subcategories have 3 firms or less listed 

o 0506 Port & Waterway System Cargo Terminal Equip. Design (3 firms) 
o 1909 Value Analysis/Life Cycle Costing-Gen Structural (3 firms) 
o 1920 Value Analysis/Life Cycle Costing-Gen Civil Eng (2 firms) 

♦ A total of 11 work assignments have been issued to 6 firms in the above-listed 
categories 

 

Public Access to Information 
 
The stated goals associated with centralization of the County’s capital improvement 
efforts include better public awareness.  Administrative Order 3-39 states the importance 
of responding quickly and accurately to inquiries on project status from the public, 
elected officials, and other entities.  This need exemplified by industry concern regarding 
public access to the EDP’s assignment tables.  To address this concern OCI’s website 
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includes a section dedicated to the EDP. In this site OCI provides the following 
information:7   
 

♦ Governing Legislation: 
http://www.miamidade.gov/CICC/AandE_Governing_Legislation.asp 

o Administrative Order 3-39 (EDP webpage) 
o Section 87.055, Florida Statutes (OCI webpage) 
o Section 2-10.4, Miami-Dade County Code (OCI webpage) 

 
♦ Eligibility Requirements: http://www.miamidade.gov/dbd/AE-pre-qual.asp 

o Pre-Qualification Information link to DBD’s website 
o Pre-Qualification – Required applications and forms  
o Technical Categories report by categories 
o Technical Categories report by name 

 
♦ Procedures: http://www.miamidade.gov/CICC/procedures.asp 

o Rotational Selection Process Information 
o Selection of Prime and Sub firms 
o Service orders 
o Special Requests (special exception) 

 
♦ Reports: http://www.miamidade.gov/CICC/EDP_Reports.asp 

o EDP Work Assignment Report – lists all EDP work assignments from 
program inception to date indicated in report --  Due to changes in the 
way technical categories and special exceptions were designated, this 
report may not accurately represent the total number of special exceptions 
granted (OCI provided OCA with additional special exceptions reports)  

o EDP Firms – lists all active firms grouped by technical category and 
ranked in rotational order  

o Rotational Formula8 
RV=NP+PE 
NP=GP-SP 
PE=(A-GP) x 65% 

 
♦ Meetings With Industry 

o Although A&E meetings are held periodically, only minutes from the 
February 19, 2005 meeting are posted in the EDP website 

o A schedule of future meetings is not available on the EDP website 
                                                 
7 The following is an excerpt of the minutes of the A&E Forum that took place on February 19, 2004. “Mr. 
Roger T. Hernstadt, Capital Improvements Coordinator moderated the session and informed the 
participants that, CICC responded to the A&E request for public access to the Equitable Distribution 
Program (EDP) assignment tables. A new internet website is now available to access this information by 
linking to www.miamidade.gov/cicc.” 
8 The rotational value (RV) is determined by the net dollars (gross prime payments (GP) minus sub 
payments (SP) paid to a firm in the last 3 years (NP), plus a potential earnings factor from awards.  The 
potential earnings (PE) is determined by adding awards  in the last 3 years (A) minus gross prime payments 
on these awards in the last 3 years times a factor of 65%. 
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Query-base search capabilities may add a greater degree of access to public information 
in the EDP website. 

Industry Concerns  
 
Through meetings and correspondence, members of the A&E community have voiced 
concerns to OCI related to several areas of the EDP process and have suggested changes.  
These areas include the term of pre-qualification certification, access to information, and 
the complexity of the rotational formula among others.  Examples of industry’s concerns 
include the following: 

Table 5. 
Issue OCA Comments 

1 The Pre-Qualification Certification 
process is onerous and should be 
valid for three years instead of one 
year 
 

Any change to the term of the PQC should 
include safeguards to monitor that firms 
continue to remain eligible; for example current 
insurance coverage and valid technical 
certification.  

2 OCI Revision of the EDP rotational 
process in order not to penalize 
established firms that have 
performed satisfactory work for the 
county  
 
 

Issues 2 and 3 should be viewed jointly in order 
to balance the goal of providing work 
assignments to new firms and the importance of 
continued use of firms that have performed 
satisfactory work for the County 
 
OCI proposes to increase the number of years of 
experience required to participate in the EDP 

3 Develop tiers for size of project 
assignments within the EDP 
rotational selection process 
 

This may prove burdensome because it would 
require in essence two pools of participants 
(perhaps newer firms with no awards and 
established firms)  
 
Before making any changes OCI must analyze 
how a two-tier EDP pool will impact the current 
distribution of work  
 
OCI should examine this alternative to 
determine whether it has practical application to 
improve the success of the EDP 

4 EDP should become a library of 
A/E firms to provide immediate 
access to firms to initiate and 
undertake projects 

This may obviate the purpose of the EDP which 
is to distribute A/E projects in a fair and 
equitable manner 
 
It should be noted that firms objecting to the 
EDP may do so because they are not receiving 
EDP projects  
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County Departments’ Concerns 
 
County departments are essential players in the EDP capital improvements coordination 
efforts.  Departments initiate the process by providing OCI an EDP request.  Departments 
have raised concerns in different areas of the EDP.  These areas include project 
construction costs thresholds, streamlining the selection process, sanctions for firm’s non-
performance, special exceptions, and technical certification among others.  Departmental 
concerns include the following:   
 

Table 6. 
 Issue OCA Comments 
1 Increase dollar limit threshold for 

study activities 
The Florida Legislature would have to amend 
§287.055, (2004) Florida Statues.  OCI is 
currently exploring requesting this change as part 
the County’s 2006 State Legislative Package 

2 Firms taking longer than a month 
to submit proposals after being 
selected for EDP assignment 

Amendments to the governing administrative 
order should include sanctions for a firm’s lack 
of responsiveness   
 
All aspects of a firm’s non-performance should 
be reviewed and sanctions added to 
administrative order if applicable 

3 If prime firm is able to select sub-
consultants it would expedite 
process and result in savings  

OCI reports that it is working on modifying sub-
consultant selection procedures 

4 New technical certifications need 
to be added and current list should 
be modified 

Departments must examine their specialty needs 
and submit proposed changes/additions to DBD 
for processing and review by Technical 
Certification Committee 

 

Conclusion 
 
With more than 200 capital improvement projects set to start as part of the Building 
Better Communities bond program, and projects financed with PTP funds, an efficient 
EDP could assist in the expedited delivery of A/E services to departments’ construction 
projects.  OCI must continue to streamline procedures, examine all elements of the 
eligibility criteria, as well as study and address areas that limit the EDP’s success.  This 
will allow for greater efficiency in the  coordination of the County’s capital improvement 
efforts. 
 
 
 




























